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The Honorable David M. Beasley, Governor 
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Senate Finance Committee 
The Honorable Henry E. Brown, Jr., Chairman 
House Ways and Means Committee 
Dr. Luther F. Carter, Executive Director 
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Attention: Ms. Donna Capps 
1122 Lady Street, 12th Floor 
Columbia, SC 29201 
Gentlemen and Ms. Capps: 
POST OFFICE DRAWER 1309 
SUMTER, SOUTH CAROLINA 2915 1-1309 
(803) 436-2203 
FAX (803) 773-3113 
The Annual Accountability Report of the Judicial Branch of South Carolina 
State Government for Fiscal Year 1996-97 is submitted under cover of this report. 
The mission of the Judicial Branch was distilled from the Federal and State 
Constitutions, state statutes, the common law, and the needs of the South Carolina 
Justice System as indicated by the experience of system personnel and public input . 
The objectives were developed as a result of a review of the State Court System, 
the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, the attorney and judicial grievance 
process, and Judicial Branch human resources and public hearings . In most 
instances, caseload data, South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, public satisfaction 
and employee morale served as gauges for determining performance measures . 
If there are any questions, or if additional information is required, please feel 
free to communicate with me. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Accountability Report reflects the role of the Jud ic ial Department in administering the State 
Court System. In assessing this report, it is important to note the unique distinction of the Department as 
one of the three co-equal Branches of South Carolina State Government. As reflected by its mission 
statement, the parameters within which the Branch may operate and criteria for its operation are established 
by the Federal and State Constitutions. Hence, the ability of the Branch to set qualitative goals which are 
quantifiable, or to quantify objectives in terms of performance, is affected by Constitutional mandates, 
cliecks, balances, and separation of powers. 
In the courts of the state, prosecution is an Executive Branch function. Therefore, the number of 
cases filed and the disposition rate of cases is influenced by the prosecutorial arm of state government. 
Within the constraints of Constitutional checks and balances, legislation which governs the operation of the 
Judicial Branch and prescribes the jurisdictional authority of the courts is within the province of the 
Executive Branch and the Legislative Branch jointly. 
Based upon case statistics and Branch resources, the Judicial Department sets goals and objectives, 
determines need, and submits a budget request to the Governor for funding. The Governor recommends and 
the Legislature allocates, subject to the approval or veto of the Governor, funding for the Judicial Branch 
in an amount deemed appropriate. The amount offunding provided is the deciding factor in the quantity and 
the quality of resources available for deployment to achieve Branch objectives. 
Another joint function of the Executive and Legislative Branches that exerts a substantial impact on 
performance measures of the court system is statutory enactments. For example, laws which enhance 
sentencing penalties and measures such as "Three Strikes" legislation may result in a deceleration of the 
disposition rate of General Sessions Court cases because defendants are more sensitive to the implications 
of a criminal record. Consequently, the goal of annually disposing of a number of cases equal to the number 
filed and ensuring that 80% of the state's criminal cases are no more than six months old was attained in only 
two of the state ' s sixteen circuits. A mere six out of the sixteen disposed of as many cases as were filed 
during the year, which means that the dockets are seriously overcrowded in over two-thirds ofthejudicial 
circuits ofthe state . 
Performance measure results for the Court of Common Pleas show that court to be closer to its 
objective for age of pending cases. Nevertheless, case statistics reveal that for the report period, in every 
circuit the number of cases filed exceeded the number of cases the courts were able to adjudicate. The 
backlog of civil cases is due in part to the fact that in addition to routine cases, Common Pleas Court may 
experience a heavy influx of lawsuits indigenous to a particular region of the state. For instance, industrial 
and construction projects may generate land and right-of-way litigation in a section of heavy development. 
Likewise, in various other areas lawsuits may be spawned by disputes over coastal property rights, 
environmental issues, complex products liability, and technology-generated litigation. 
Because of the unique aspects of domestic relations and juvenile cases, the Family Court is the focus 
of a concerted effort to alleviate judicial burnout and docket overload. The objective of keeping eighty 
percent of its cases below the 271 day mark has been achieved. But the number of cases filed exceeded 
dispositions in eight of the sixteen circuits. So even with the additional resources and more court terms, the 
dockets of half of the state's circuits remain congested. 
As with the other courts, the workload of Family Court reveals the sociological dilemma presently 
confronting our society in general and our state in particular. For instance, the overwhelming rate of juvenile 
delinquency creates an undue burden on court dockets. A single repeat offender may remain in the 
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jurisdiction of the Family Court from early childhood to the age of majority. To further illustrate, each 
Domestic Relations case is filed under a single docket number. Related actions involving child custody, 
support, and property settlement may come before the court for numerous hearings and require years to 
resolve. However, issues arising out of the initial controversy bear the same docket number, and Family 
Court statistics do not give a complete indication of court activity on a given case. For this reason, the 
actual amount of court time and effort expended is not reflected in figures denoting Family Court 
performance measures. 
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MISSION STATEMENT 
The Judicial Branch is one of the three co-equal branches of South Carolina State Government. The 
mission of the Judicial Branch is to provide just, efficient and accessible tribunals for the resolution of legal 
disputes in civil actions and for the disposition of criminal cases. These tribunals consist of a system of 
courts authorized by and governed in accordance with the Constitution of the United States, Article V of the 
South Carolina Constitution, state statutes, and the common law. In furtherance of the Judicial Branch 
miss ion, the Supreme Court promulgates rules of practice and procedure to facilitate the orderly progression 
of matters through the judicial process and regulates the practice of law within the state. The Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court is designated by Article V, § 4, of the South Carolina Constitution as the chief 
administrator of the Judicial Branch. Through delegation of functions, with funding appropriated by the 
Legislative Branch and approved by the Executive Branch, the Chief Justice administers the unified court 
system of the state and manages Judicial Branch personnel. 
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Supreme Court 
SOUTH CAROLINA JUDICIAL BRANCH 
Administration 
Ernest A. Finney, Jr., Chief Justice 
Clyde N. Davis, Jr., Clerk 
Daniel E. Shearouse, Chief Staff Attorney 
Henry B. Richardson, Jr., Disciplinary Counsel 
Court of Appeals.................... ........... .......... ... ... ...... ...... William T. Howell, Chief Judge 
Kenneth A. Richstad, Clerk 
Jeanette F. Barber, Chief Staff Attorney · 
Division of Court Administration ........................................................... George A. Markert, Director 
Division of Finance and Personnel ......................................................... Thomas B. Timberlake, Director 
Personnel 
FTE Positions 515 
Judges ................................................................................................. 106 
Other ................................................................................................. 409 
Program Expenditures 
Supreme Court . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $2,986,322 
Court Operations ................................... $2,654,006 
Commission on Judicial Conduct........................ 34,797 
Commission on Lawyer Conduct . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 207,029 
Board of Law Examiners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90,490 
Court of Appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3, I 04,292 
Circuit Court 9,603,869 
Family Court 7,593,736 
Division of Court Administration ................................................ 3,148,247 
State General Fund Appropriations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,136,028 
Federal Grants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 12,219 
Division of Finance and Personnel 358,891 
Judicial Commitment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 405,600 
Interpreters for the Deaf. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,768 
Employer Payroll Contribution . . ......... . ............ ... ..... ....... .. ... .... 7.766.465 
Total Program Expenditures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $34,970,190 
Total State General Fund Appropriations . . . . . . . $34,891,481 
Total Federal Grants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,219 
Total Earmarked Funds ........................................... 66,490 
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Priority No. 1 
PROGRAM: SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT 
PROGRAM COST 
Salaries . . .. . .. .. .. .... . .... ... . . ... ........ . .. . ...... . . .... . . $2,035 ,942 
(FTE Positions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48) 
(Justices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5) 
(Other. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43) 
Operations . . .. ... .... ....... . .. . .. . .... . . . . . .. . . .. . .. . . 618.064 
Total Cost ............................................. . $2,654,006 
(Employer payroll contributions are not included) 
This program is funded by state legislative appropriations. 
PROGRAM GOALS 
The Supreme Court functions in two areas: (I) appellate and original jurisdiction; and (2) 
administration . The program goal in the area of appellate and original jurisdiction is to expeditiously 
adjudicate the appellate case load of the state in accordance with the Constitutions of the United States and 
the State of South Carolina, state statutes, regulations, local ordinances, and the common law. With regard 
to its administrative function , the goals of the Supreme Court are to operate the unified court system in an 
efficient manner, to maintain reasonable access to the judicial process, and to effectively govern the practice 
of law in South Carolina. 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
1. 
2. 
Appellate and original jurisdiction 
• 
• 
To expedite the appellate process of the state by reducing the amount of time 
between the filing and disposition of appeals in a manner which does not 
compromise the integrity of the judicial process 
To delineate its appellate and original jurisdiction functions so as to render the 
Supreme Court a court of certiorari ; but still retain exclusive jurisdiction over the 
five classes of appeals reserved by statute for review by the Supreme Court 
Administration 
• 
• 
• 
• 
To elevate the levels of efficiency and uniformity within the state court system 
To ensure that the public will have reasonable access to the judicial process 
To promote a high standard of competence by attorneys and judges 
To remediate weaknesses within the grievance and discipline process for attorneys 
and judges 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES: 1 
1. 
FY 1996-97 Workload and Outcome Indicators 
Appellate and Original Jurisdiction 
Certain case-docketing functions have been transferred to the Court of Appeals. The 
Supreme Court retained jurisdiction of the following appellate matters: 
• Petitions for writs of certiorari 
• Certified questions from federal and foreign jurisdictions 
• Actions and extraordinary writs instituted in the original jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court 
The Supreme Court also considers five classes of cases reserved by statute for Supreme 
Court review; namely, appeals 
I. Involving a sentence for murder, manslaughter, or other crimes under Article I, Chapter 3, 
of Title 16, South Carolina Code of Laws 
2. From the circuit court setting public utility rates 
3. Pertaining to the constitutionality of state laws and local ordinances 
4. Appertaining to state or local bonds or other indebtedness, and 
5. On issues arising out of elections 
Docketed cases pending July 1, 1996................................ 225 
Docketed cases pending June 30, 1997 ..... . ........................... 129 
Supreme Court Activity 
Notices of Appeal 
Cases 
Filed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 731 
Dismissed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 261 
Docketed ..................... .. .......... . 
Dispositions . ... .. . . ..... .. . . .... ... . .. .. . . . 
Opinions issued .... . . . . .. ... . 355 
Dismissed/Withdrawn.. . . . . . . . . 16 
Transferred to Court of Appeals .. . 657 
855 
1028 
Post-Conviction Certiorari Petitions 
Filed .. . .. . ........ ... .......... . ...... . . .. . . .. . . . 
Ruled Upon 
Certiorari Petitions (Court of Appeals Decisions) 
379 
317 
Filed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 183 
Ruled Upon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175 
1Performance measures for goals and objectives which relate specifically to other areas of 
the Judicial Branch are included within the particular program to which they pertain. 
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Motions 
Filed 3,414 
3,553 Ruled Upon ... . ... ...... . . ..... . . . .. .... . .... . .. . 
Certified Questions 
Pending July 1, 1996 ....................................................................................................... 5 
Filed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Accepted.... ... .. ... .................... .. ..... ... ......... ......... ... ... ....... ... ..... .... ... ...... 5 
Denied .. .. .. ... .. ..... ... .. ..... .. ..... .......... - .. .. .. .. .......................... .. ......... .. .. .... 0 
Dismissed .. ....... ... .... . .. .. . . .... ..... ...... . . . . . .. . . 
Opinions Issued ... ......... .. ...... .. .. .. ...... ... .... ... ... .... .... .. ........... .... .. ... ..... ... 6 
Pending June 30, 1997 .................................................................................................. 3 
Administration2 
Diminution of the case backlog and enhanced levels of efficiency, uniformity, and 
access to the judicial process have been achieved with the foilowing results: 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
The pace at which criminal and civil cases progress through the judicial process has 
been accelerated as a result of revisions to pertinent rules of practice and procedure 
A greater number of court terms have been scheduled 
The program of mandatory Judicial Continuing Legal Education for state judges has 
been upgraded 
A standardized orientation program for new judges has been instituted 
Personnel morale has improved and policy-makers ' awareness enhanced by the 
implementation of a plan for systematic communication between the Supreme 
Court and other segments of the South Carolina Justice System 
2Remediation of weaknesses within the grievance and discipline process for attorneys and j udges 
is addressed in the Program Measures for the Commissions on Lawyer and Judicial Conduct. 
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Priority No. 2 
PROGRAM: SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS 
PROGRAM COST 
Salaries . . .... ..... . ... . .. . . . ..... . ............... . ....... ... . . .. $2,223 ,157 
(FTE Positions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56) 
(Judges . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9) 
(Other . . ....... . . .. . ..... ... . . . . . . 47) 
Operations .. 881.135 
Total Cost....................................................... $3,104,292 
(Employer payroll contributions are not included) 
This program is funded by state legislative appropriations. 
PROGRAM GOAL 
The goal of the Court of Appeals is to expedite the South Carolina appellate process by reviewing 
appeals from the circuit and family courts involving questions of law and equity, but excluding the five 
classes of cases within the sole jurisdiction of the Supreme Court as provided by statute, and by issuing writs 
in aid of jurisdiction. 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
• 
• 
• 
To expand the capacity of the Court of Appeals, within statutory limitations, for the purpose of 
assuming a greater role in the handling of appellate cases 
To deploy the three additional judges elected pursuant to Act 145, 1995, by implementing a third 
panel of judges, effective July 1, 1996 
To effect the transfer of certain case-docketing functions from the Supreme Court to the Court of 
Appeals 
Performance Measures 
• Court of Appeals Panel C, which is an additional panel consisting of three new judges, is functional 
so that there are three separate panels available to review cases 
• Certain case-docketing functions previously performed at the Supreme Court have been transferred 
to the Court of Appeals and are now in effect 
FY 1996-97 Workload and Outcome Indicators 
Docketed Cases Pending July 1, 1996 ................... . ...................... . 
Outstanding Cases (Cases Heard/Submitted But Not Filed) . . . . .. . . . ... .. .... . ..... . . . . 
Cases Received ... . ... .. ... .... . .... . ... .. . . ... . ... .. . .. .. . .... . . . . .. . . . . . 
266 
49 
904 
Total Cases for Disposition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1219 
8 
Cases Disposed Of 
Opinions 
Published .... .. . ... .......... . ... . .. .. . .. .. .. . . .... . 167 
Unpublished ..... .. . . . . .... ..... ....... . .. . . ... . .. .. 704 
Combined (Cases consolidated) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Dismissed (Settled/W ithdrawn) . .... .. .. .. ... .... .. ... . .. 22 
Transferred to the Supreme Court .. . . .. .. ... .... . . .... .. . . 1 
Total Cases Di sposed Of . . ..... . . . .. .... .. .. ......... ... . ............. .. ..... . .. 900 
Outstanding Cases (Cases Heard/Submitted But Not Filed) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 81 
Docketed Cases Pending June 30, 1997 238 
Motions/Petitions 
Pending July 1, 1996 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 25 
Filed . ...... .. . . . . ... .. .. ... . .... ..... .. . .. .... . . . ..... ... .. 2,0 I 0 
Total Pending/Filed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,035 
Disposed Of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ,951 
Motions/Petitions Pending June 30, 1997 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84 
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PrioritY No. 3 
PROGRAM: SOUTH CAROLINA CIRCUIT COURT 
"PROGRAM COST 
Salaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $8,666,726 
(FTE Positions ...................... .... . ........ .. .. 193) 
(Judges . . . ............. . ............... 43) 
(Other ....... .. . ... . . ................. 150) 
Operations ... . .... ..... . . . ... ... .. .... ... .. . .. .. ... ...... . .. ... . . .... .. . 93 7.143 
Total Cost ............................................................ $9,603,869 
(Employer payroll contributions are not included) 
This program is funded by state legislative appropriations. 
PROGRAM GOAL 
The goal of the Circuit Court is to function as a court of general jurisdiction in the adjudication of 
civil actions, criminal cases, and to exercise its limited appellate jurisdiction in a fair and expeditious manner 
in accordance with the Constitution ofthe United States, the Constitution and statutes of South Carolina, and 
the common law. 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
The Court of General Sessions is vested with jurisdiction of criminal cases. Civil actions are 
disposed of in the Court of Common Pleas. The appellate jurisdiction of the Circuit Court is limited to 
appeals from the Probate, Magistrate, and Municipal Courts. The Circuit Court also reviews appeals 
pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Act. The objectives of the Circuit Court are: 
• 
• 
• 
To expand the judicial resources of the court system by increasing the number of judges and support 
personnel and through broader use of communications technology 
To fairly and expeditiously adjudicate all cases, with particular attention to case backlog 
To dispose of eighty percent of its pending criminal cases within 180 days from the date of arrest 
• To dispose of eighty percent of all pending civil cases within 540 days from the date of filing 
• To encourage court personnel to practice good human relations skills with all persons who come in 
contact with the courts as a means of enhancing the public image of the court system 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Three new judges and support personnel for each judge were authorized by the legislature in the 
Appropriations Act for FY 1996-97, increasing the number of full time circuit judges to 43 . Utilizing the 
new judges, the court schedule was expanded and terms added in counties which had the heaviest case loads. 
According to availability, retired judges were assigned to supplement the roster of full-time judges. Masters-
in-equity also served as special circuit court judges to preside over civil matters. New approaches to docket 
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management including limited implementation of alternative dispute resolution, settlement terms, and 
differentiated case management were useful in expediting case dispositions. 
FY 1996-97 Workload and Outcome Indicators 
General Sessions Common Pleas 
Cases Pending July 1, 1996 ................................ . 68,077 35,148 
Cases Filed ....... ....... ........ ..... ....... ... ........ ............ .. . 112,333 50,208 
Cases Disposed of ........ ............. ..... ....... .. ......... .. .. . 110,758 44,194 
Cases Pending June 30, 1997 .......................... . 69,652 41,162 
Number of Court Terms Held ... .......... ...... ....... . 887.2 909.45 
Dispositions Per Term ................. .......... .. ........ . 124.8 48.6 
Court of General Sessions 
Percentage of Cases Pending 181 Days or More (Benchmark=_:::: 20%) . . . . . . . . . . . 49.5% 
Average Age of Cases from Date of Arrest (Benchmark=_:::: 180 days) .. . .... . .. . . 255 .5 days 
Rate of Disposition (Benchmark= 2: 100%) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98.6% 
Court of Common Pleas 
Percent age of Cases Pending 541 Days or More (Benchmark=_:::: 20%) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13.8% 
Average Age of Pending Cases from Date of Filing .............. . ...... .. ... 275.2 days 
(Benchmark=_:::: 540 days) 
Rate of Disposition (Benchmark= 2: 100%).. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88.0% 
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Priority No. 4 
PROGRAM: SOUTH CAROLINA FAMILY COURT 
PROGRAM COST 
Salaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $7,064, I 07 
(FTE Positions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157) 
(Judges .. . . .. . ... . . . . . ... ... . . .. ......... 49) 
(Other ............... . . ...... . . ..... . . .. 1 08) 
Operating Cost .. . .... . ... . .......... . . . ... .. . .... ... . . . .... . ... . .. . . .. .. 529.629 
Total Cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $7,593,736 
(Employer payroll contributions are not included) 
This program is funded by state legislative appropriations. 
PROGRAM GOAL 
The goal of the Family Court is to function as a statewide court of limited jurisdiction, as provided 
in Act 690 of 1976, to fairly and efficiently adjudicate issues involving domestic relations and juvenile 
delinquency. 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
• To expand the judicial resources of the Family Court system by increasing the number of judges and 
support personnel , and enhancing the use of communications technology 
• To adjudicate all cases in a fair and timely manner, with particular attention to the case backlog 
• 
• 
To dispose of 80% of its cases within 270 days of the date of filing 
To foster among court personnel a heightened sensitivity to the unique nature of Family Court cases 
and alert them to the need to employ such awareness in their dealings with all persons who come 
into contact with the courts 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Three new judges and support personnel for each judge were authorized by the legislature in the 
appropriations bill for FY 1996-97, which increased the number of full time Family Court judges to 49 . 
According to availability, some retired judges were also assigned to assist with the caseload . The added 
judicial resources permitted an expanded court schedule and additional terms in counties which had the 
heaviest case loads . Limited implementation of alternative dispute resolution also made a positive impact 
on the Family Court docket. As a result, the number of Family Court cases disposed of during the fiscal year 
equaled the number filed, plus a small percentage of the docket backlog. 
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FY 1996-97 Workload and Outcome Indicators 
Domestic Relations Juvenile Combined 
Cases Pending July 1, 1997 ............................ .. 27,709 6,220 33,929 
Cases Filed ..... ... ...... ...... .......................... ...... .. . 71,306 24,649 95,955 
Disposed Of. ............................................ .. ......... . 73 ,503 23,442 96,945 
Cases Pending June 30, 1997 .......................... . 25,512 7,427 32,939 
Domestic Relations/Juvenile Cases 
Percent of Cases 271 Days or More - Average .... .. ........... . 8.5% 
(Benchmark =,:::: 20%) 
Average Age of Pending Cases from Date of Filing . ....... ..... . 128.6 days 
(Benchmark =,:::: 270 days) 
Rate of Disposition- Average (Benchmark=:::_ 100%). . . . . . . . . . . . 100.1 
Terms Held ........ .. ... ................... ....... ............................ .. ................... 2,182.6 
Dispositions per Term . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44.4 
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Priority No. 5 
(Effective January I, 1997) 
PROGRAM: COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 
(Formerly the. Board of Commiss ioners on Judicial Standards) 
PROGRAM COST 
Salaries .. . . . ... . ..... ...... . ....... ... .............. . ...... . ....... .... $29,716 
(FTE Positions . .... ... ... ...... . . . ... . . .. ... .... ... 2) 
Operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 081 
Total Cost ............................................................... $34,797 
(Employer payroll contributions are not included) 
This program is funded by state legislative appropriations. 
PROGRAM GOALS 
The goals of the Commission on Judicial Conduct are to promote public confidence in the integrity 
of the judiciary, to protect the public interest, and to ensure the timely, just disposition of complaints of 
ethical misconduct and physical or mental incapacity against state judges by providing an efficient, 
expeditious, orderly, and publicly responsive grievance process as provided by Rule 502 of the South 
Carolina Appellate Court Rules. 3 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
Pursuant to Article V, § 4, of the South Carolina Constitution, Rule 502 of the South Carolina 
Appellate Court Rules was amended to create the Commission on Judicial Conduct, effective January 1, 
1997, for the purpose of providing a more efficient, open, and publicly responsive process of judicial 
disciplinary enforcement. The objectives of the Commission on Judicial Conduct are: 
• 
• 
• 
To receive, investigate and expeditiously adjudicate complaints of ethical misconduct and physical 
or mental incapacity against state judges 
To make recommendations to the Supreme Court as to final disposition on judicial grievance 
matters 
To implement Supreme Court rules and policies governing judges 
• To propose amendments to the Code of Judicial Conduct and to the Rules for Judicial Disciplinary 
Enforcement as deemed necessary 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
3The Commission on Judicial Conduct replaced the Board of Commissioners on Judicial 
Standards, which was abolished upon the implementation ofthe new Commission on January I, 1997. 
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FY 1996-97 Workload and Outcome Indicators 
Caseload 
Cases pending July 1, 1996 
Cases filed 
Grievances Received 
Grievances Re-opened ..... .. .............. .. ..... ...... . 
176 
_Q 
Total Cases........................................................................................................ 176 
Total Caseload .................................. . 
Case Dispositions 
Dismissed (Unfounded, No evidence of Misconduct, 
Lack of Jurisdiction, or Appellate Matter) . . . . . .......... . ... . 201 
Cautionary Letters Issued 
By the Board/Commission . . . ...... .............. . 7 
By the Supreme Court ... ........ ... .. ... .. ...... . 2 
Private Reprimands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . II 
Public Reprimands ..................................... . 3 
Removal .......................................... ... . _1 
Total Dispositions ....... .... .... ........... ... .. . ..... ......... . 225 
78 
+ 176 
254 
-225 
Cases Pending June 30, 1997 .................................................. 29 
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Priority No. 6 
(Effective January 1, 1997) 
PROGRAM: . COMMISSION ON LAWYER CONDUCT 
(Formerly the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline) 
PROGRAM COST 
Salaries . . ........ . ...... .. .. .. .. . . ... . . ... . .. . . .. .. . . . .... .. ... . $ 169, 158 
(FTE Positions .... . ........ .. ..... . . .. .. .. ...... . . . . . 7) 
Operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 7.871 
Total Cost....................................................... $207,029 
(Employer payroll contributions are not included) 
This program is funded by state legislative appropriations. 
PROGRAM GOALS 
The goals of the Commission on Lawyer Conduct are to promote public confidence in the integrity 
of the legal profession and to safeguard attorney morale through an efficient, reliable, and publicly 
responsive process for receiving, investigating, and adjudicating complaints of ethical misconduct and 
physical or mental incapacity against lawyers as provided by Rule 413 ofthe South Carolina Appellate Court 
Rules. 4 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
Pursuant to Article V, § 4, of the South Carolina Constitution, Rule 413 of the South Carolina 
Appellate Court Rules was amended to create the Commission on Lawyer Conduct, effective January 1, 
1997, for the purpose of providing a more efficient, open, and publicly responsive process of lawyer 
disciplinary enforcement. The objectives of the Commission on Lawyer Conduct are: 
• To receive, investigate and expeditiously adjudicate complaints of ethical misconduct and physical 
or mental incapacity against lawyers 
• To make recommendations to the Supreme Court as to final disposition on lawyer grievance matters 
• 
• 
To implement Supreme Court rules and policies governing lawyers 
To propose amendments to the Rules of Professional Conduct and to the Rules for Lawyer 
Disciplinary Enforcement as deemed necessary 
4The Commission on Lawyer Conduct replaced the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and 
Discipline upon implementation of the new Commission on January 1, 1997. 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
FY 1996-97 Workload and Outcome Indicators 
Commission Caseload 
Complaints Pending July 1, 1996 305 
New Complaints Received I , 100 
Total Complaints ... ... ........... .. .. ....... ........... . .. . 1,405 . . . 1,405 
Dispositions 
Complaints Dismissed .................................. ... .. .. ....... .. ........ ......... .... .. . 862 
By Chairman ... ... .... ... ........................ ........... ..... 244 
By Executive Committee....... ... ... ............ ... .... .. 116 
By Disciplinary Counsel ................................... 288 
By Attorney for Interim Review .... ..... ...... .. ...... 102 
By Interim Review Committee......................... 43 
By Investigative Panel .. ... ........ ... ...... .... ............ 69 
Complaints Ended by Commission (Confidential Sanctions) .... ..... . 10 
Complaints Ended by Supreme Court (Order/Opinion) .................. 85 
Total Dispositions .... .. .... ......... .... .. .. .......... ...... ..... ..... ... .... .. ..... .. ......................... 957 . . . - 957 
Complaints Pending June 30, 1997 .................................................................................... 448 
Commission Activities 
Fonnal Charges Filed .. ... .......... ..... ...... .. ....... ..................... ... .. ... .... ... . 
Full Commission Meeting ... .............. .... ...... .. ........... ..................... ... . 
Executive Committee/Investigative Panel Meetings ........................ . 
Executive Committee ..... ................ ... ... .... . 6 
Interim Review Committee ........ ....... ........ 2 
Investigative Panel ................... ... .............. 3 
Panel Hearings Held ......................................................................... . 
Supreme Court Orders/Opinions/Sanctions 
68 
1 
1 1 
34 
Dismissals ...... ........ . 10 Private Reprimands . .... .. .. .. .. .. 19 
Public Reprimands 7 Definite Suspensions .............. 14 
Indefinite Suspensions 0 Disbarments .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . 4 
Reinstatements ...... 5 Disability Inactive ................... 6 
Interim Suspensions 22 Disciplinary Resignations ...... . 0 
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Priority No. 7 
PROGRAM: BOARD OF LAW EXAMINERS 
PROGRAM COST 
Examiner Compensation . . .. . . . .... . .. . . .. . .. . . .. .. . . .. .. .... . . . ...... . .... $24,000 
(FTE Positions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0) 
Operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66.490 
Total Cost $90,490 
Examiner Compensation is provided by state legislative appropriations. Operation expenses 
are funded from bar examination fees paid by applicants. 
PROGRAM GOALS 
The Board of Law Examiners is appointed by the Supreme Court pursuant to Article V, § 4, of the 
South Carolina Constitution. The goal of the Board of Law Examiners is to ensure that applicants for the 
South Carolina Bar examination possess the requisite legal knowledge, character and fitness to be licensed 
as attorneys by the South Carolina Supreme Court. The Committee on Character and Fitness, which consists 
of five attorneys appointed by the South Carolina Supreme Court, assists the Board of Law Examiners by 
ensuring that applicants are in compliance with the character and fitness requirements for admission to the 
Bar. 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
• 
• 
• 
• 
To assure that individuals who apply to take the South Carolina Bar Examination are screened to 
ascertain whether or not applicants possess the necessary legal knowledge, character, and fitness for 
admission to practice law in the State of South Carolina 
To evaluate and administer a multi-state objective examination 
To develop and administer an essay examination specific to South Carolina law 
To determine examinee grades and return bar examination test results 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
The South Carolina Bar Examination is administered semi-annually on the last Wednesday in 
February and July. The Bar Examination, which includes a multi-state test by the National Conference of 
Bar Examiners, is administered to candidates who successfully complete the screening process. 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
FY 1996-97 Workload and Outcome Indicators 
NumberofBarExaminees: 517 
Number Passing: 446 
% Passing: 86% 
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Priority No. 8 
PROGRAM: DIVISION OF COURT ADMINISTRATION 
PROGRAM COST 
Salaries .... ..... ........ .. ..... .. ......... .. . .... .. ..... ... ... ..... . 
(FTE Positions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42) 
Operations ... .. ... .................. . .. ....... . ... .. ...... .. .. . .. .. . 
Source of Program Funds 
State Legislative Appropriations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $3,136,028 
(Employer payroll contributions are not included) 
Federal Grant for Court Improvement Program ... ..... ... 5,614 
(One-time grant award) 
Federal Funding for Personnel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.605 
(Child Support Enforcement System Project) 
Total Cost 
...................................................... 
$1,100,811 
2.047,436 
$3,148,247 
PROGRAM GOALS 
Pursuant to Article V, § 4 of the South Carolina Constitution, which designates the Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court as administrative head of the Statewide Unified Court System and authorizes the 
appointment of an administrator of the courts and such assistants as deemed necessary, the Division of Court 
Administration operates under the direction of the Chief Justice. The goal of the Division is to provide 
administrative support for the cost-effective and efficient management of the personnel and resources of the 
unified court system in accordance with the United States Constitution, the Constitution of South Carolina, 
state statutes, the common law, Supreme Court Rules and policies, local ordinances, and regulations as 
applicable. 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
• To assign judges and court reporters, and to manage other Judicial Branch personnel and resources 
• To set up information gathering systems and to monitor caseload activity in state courts 
• 
• 
• 
• 
To make recommendations to the Chief Justice as to scheduling regular and special terms of court 
To provide assistance for specialized training for non-judicial court personnel and other Judicial 
Branch employees 
To coordinate continuing education programs for Masters-in-Equity, Probate Court Judges, 
Magistrates and Municipal Court Judges in compliance with mandates of the Supreme Court 
To procure, install and maintain communications technology for the Branch 
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• To conduct user training for court-system utilization of automated legal research, word processing, 
and inter-Branch communications links as well as with other state agencies 
• To develop a system for automated case management 
• To serve as communications liaison between the Judicial Branch and the public, with other state 
agencies, with the National Center for State Courts, and with administrative counterparts in other 
states 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES Workload and Outcome Indicators FY 1996-97 
The Division of Court Administration scheduled terms for General Sessions Common Pleas and 
Family Court. Performance measures related to this activity are reflected in the workload and output 
measures for Circuit and Family Courts. In addition, Court Administration monitored caseload activity, 
recommended adjustments to terms of court to the Chief Justice, and provided training for Circuit Court and 
Family Court judges as well as Probate Court judges, Summary Court judges, non-judicial court personnel 
and Branch employees 
The Division has provided administrative coordination and clerical support for Judicial Orientation 
Programs, Judicia l Seminars, and seminars for law clerks and other members of judges' staff .An ongoing 
program of computer training has been maintained for technology users. 
Automated technology implemented includes: 
1. Statistical reporting enhancement for the Supreme Court and Court of Appeals 
2. Macros connected to WordPerfect 6.1 
3. Home page and sub-pages designed for Internet access 
4. AIX RISC 6000 production computer operating system upgrade completed 
5. Conversion of records from calendar year to fiscal year completed 
6. Statewide setup of Internet access for 255 accounts 
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Priority No. 9 
PROGRAM: DIVISION OF FINANCE AND PERSONNEL 
PROGRAM COST 
Salaries ... . ... . .. ...... .. .. .. ... ... ..... . ...... ................ . ... ... $3 I 5,942 (FTE Positions . . .... ....... .. . .. : . . .... . .. .. ..... 1 0) 
Operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42,949 
Total Cost .................................................................. $358,891 (Employer payroll contributions are not included) 
This program is funded by state legislative appropriations. 
PROGRAM GOALS 
Pursuant to Article V, § 4, of the South Carolina Constitution, which designates the Chief Justice 
of the South Carolina Supreme Court as administrative head of the Statewide Unified Court System and 
authorizes the appointment a court administrator and such assistants as deemed necessary the Division of 
Finance and Personnel functions under the direction of the Chief Justice. The goal of the Division of Finance 
and Personnel are: (1) to efficiently administer the fiscal operations of the Judicial Branch in compliance 
with applicable federal and state law and guidelines; (2) to advise and make recommendations to the Chief 
Justice concerning fiscal matters; and (3) to implement applicable Supreme Court rules and policies. 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
• To furnish financial expertise and technical support on Branch budget preparation and management 
• To maintain Branch fiscal records 
• To efficiently administer Branch personnel, benefits, procurement policy, and equipment control 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
The performance measures of the Division of Finance and Personnel are reflected in the workload 
and output of the programs of the Judicial Branch as related to fiscal operations and personnel 
administration. 
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